Abstract: A common fixed point is obtained for three weakly compatible nonself-maps defined on a nonempty subset of a metric space through an implicit relation and the notion of property E.A. The result of the paper is a generalization of those of Sing and Kumar, and of Akkouchi and Popa, and is an extended generalization of Khan and Dolmo's result for a pair of maps.
S and A on X are compatible [2] Therefore self-maps S and A on X are noncompatible if (1.2) holds good but lim n→∞ d(Sx n , Ax n ) is nonzero or +∞ for at least one x n ∞ n=1 ⊂ X. It can be easily seen that both compatible and noncompatible maps are included in the class of maps with the choice (1.2). Self-maps S and A on X are said to satify the property E.A. [1] if (1.2) holds good for some x n ∞ n=1 ∈ X. On the other hand, if x n = x for all n, the compatibility implies that SAx = ASx whenever Ax = Sx. That is, S and A commute at their coincidence points. Self-maps which commute at their coincidence points are called weakly compatible [3] . However weak compatibility and property E. A. are independent notions of each other [6] .
We aim at a common fixed point for three nonself-maps defined on a nonempty subset of a metric space through an implicit relation and the notions of weak compatibility and property E.A. Our contribution is a generalization of those of Singh and Kumar [7] , and of Akkouchi and Popa [5] . This is also extended generalization of that of Khan and Dolmo [4] , which was given for a pair of maps.
Notation and Main Results
In this paper, X denotes a metric space, Y an arbitrary non empty subset of X and G : R 6 + → R, a continuous function such that
We prove Suppose that one of the pairs (S, A) and (T, A) satisfies property E.A. on Y, and any one of the following conditions holds good: 
Applying the limit as n → ∞ in this and using (1.2), we get
which would be a contradiction to (G 1 ). Thus p = q and hence
Now let (T, A) satisfy the property E.A. on Y so that
Sp n = p, using again (2.1) and proceeding as above, we get contradiction to the choice (G 1 ). This proves (2.2).
First we claim that Su = Au. If d(p, Su) = d(Au, Su) > 0, from (2.1) with x = u and y = p n , we would get
Applying the limit as n → ∞ and using (2.2), this gives Suppose that p ∈ Y . If (S, A) is weakly compatible, we find that
On the other hand, if (T, A) is weakly compatible, we find that
The uniqueness of the common fixed point can be easily obtained from (2.1) and the choice of G.
We write G(t 1 , t 2 , t 3 , t 4 , t 5 , t 6 ) = t 1 −max t 2 , αt 3 , αt 4 ,
in Theorem 2.1, where 0 < α < 1. Then where 0 ≤ α < 1.
Suppose that both (2) and (3) of Theorem 2.1 hold good and one of the pairs (S, A) and (T, A) satisfies the property E.A. on Y . Then there is a coincidence point common to S, T and A in Y. Further if Y = X and (S, A) and (T, A) are weakly compatible, then S, T and A will have a unique common fixed point in X.
Remark 2.1. Corollary 2.1 required both the inclusions (2) and (3); weak compatibility of both the pairs (S, A) and (T, A). Also a common fixed point was obtained under the condition that Y = X. Our proof suggests that weak compatibility and property E.A. of either pair is sufficient to obtain a common fixed point, even without the condition that Y = X.
In extending the property E.A. to more than two self-maps, Akkouchi and Popa [5] defined a class C of self-maps which satisfy property E.A. if there is a x n ∞ n=1 ⊂ X such that lim n→∞ Sx n = p for each S ∈ C for some p ∈ X.
Then the following was proved:
Theorem 2.2 (Theorem 2, [5]). Let S, T and A be self maps on X satisfying the inclusions

S(X) ⊂ A(X) and T (X) ⊂ A(X) (2.4) and the implicit condition (2.1) with x = y. Suppose that the triplet (S, T, A) satisfies property E.A. and any one of A(X), S(X) and T (X) is a closed subspace of X. If (S, A) and (T, A) are weakly compatible, then S, T and A will have a unique common fixed point.
We claim that Theorem 2.2 is a special case of Theorem 2.1 with the help of the following 1) , we see that
Applying the limit as n → ∞ in this and using (1.2), we get a contradiction to (G 1 ) that G(d(p, q) Sy n . Then (2.1) with x = y = y n gives
Applying the limit as n → ∞ in this and using (2.5), we get
which is also a contradiction to (G 2 ). Thus s = r so that (a) and hence (c) holds good. That is, (S, A) and (T, A) satisfy the property E.A. By a routine computation, it can be easily seen that (S, T, A) does not satisfy the property E.A., though the individual pairs satisfy the property E. A. Now take a = f or all x, y ∈ X with x = y (2.6) we see that for x = 2 and y = 0, we see that its LHS is 3 2 while RHS is 13 12 so that (2.6) holds good only if q ≥ 18 13 which is against the choice of q. Thus (2.6) fails. Remark 2.2. In view of Lemma 2.1, Theorem 2.2 follows as a particular case of our result when Y = X. Here we note that Theorem 2.2 required weak compatibility of both the pairs (S, A) and (T, A). If S(X) is closed in X, then hence S(X) = S(X) ⊂ A(X), due to (2.4). Similarly if T (X) is closed so that T (X) = T (X) ⊂ A(X), again from (2.4). It is thus interesting to note that the completeness of A(X) is weakened and the inclusions (2.4) and the completeness of S(X) and T (X) are chipped in (2) and (3).
No we set F (t 1 , t 2 , t 3 , t 4 , t 5 , t 6 ) = t 1 −max t 2 , βt 3 + αt 4 , t 5 +t 6 2
, where β ≥ 0 and 0 < α < 1. Then (F 1 ) F (u, 0, 0, u, u, 0) = u − max 0, 0.β + α.u, 
